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Waikiki Beach Maintenance Project showed that the beach width decreased an average of 2.9 feet
over the year following completion of the project. Continued monitoring shows that after almost
three years, the beach retained about 70% of the total placed volume of sand, with overall sand
loss following historical rates of loss.

The existing 370-foot-long Royal Hawaiian Groin is in a deteriorated condition and is at risk of
failure at any time. The groin anchors and stabilizes the middle section of WaikIki Beach, known
as the Royal Hawaiian Beach littoral cell, which extends 1,730 feet east from the Royal Hawaiian
Groin to the crib wall west of KUhiO Beach. The Royal Hawaiian Groin was originally constructed
in 1927 with a large rock rubblemound apron on the western side to provide structural stability.
This large rock apron no longer exists and only the first approximately 150 feet of the concrete
groin wall is functional and remains above water. The remaining length of the 370-foot-long groin
curves to the east and is submerged and broken apart (Exhibit 4). Collapse of the structure would
cause the sand that is impounded on the eastern side of the groin to be released. Sediment transport
in the area is typically east to west, which would allow the existing beach to drain to the west if
the groin failed. The sand would then likely be lost offshore through the Halekulani sand channel,
which is considered to be a sink for nearshore sediment.

The main concern is that the landward portion of the groin is leaning to the west, severely
undermined, and missing a significant portion of the inter-block concrete grout. This has resulted
in large sinkholes developing on the east side of the groin that have needed to be repaired. In
December 2012, approximately 45 geotextile sandbags were placed against the west side of the
groin to buttress the groin and prevent it from collapsing (Exhibit 5). The top row of sand bags
has since been displaced by wave action. This has resulted in a loss of contact with the groin,
which decreases the effectiveness in stabilizing the groin. These sandbags were intended to be a
temporary measure until a permanent groin improvement plan could be implemented.

PROPOSED USE

The Department is proposing to repair or replace the failing Royal Hawaiian Groin with a new
stable engineered structure. The objectives of the proposed project are to maintain the beach so
that it can provide its intended recreational and aesthetic benefits, facilitate lateral access along the
shoreline, and provide a first line of defense for the backshore area by maintaining a sufficiently
wide beach.

The Department published a Final Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant
Impact entitled “Royal Hawaiian Groin Improvement Project” on May 2, 2016. In the Final EA,
four options (Exhibit 6) for a new groin are proposed: 1) a new 180-foot-long rock L or T-head
groin, 2) a new 280-foot-long rock L or T-head groin, 3) adaptive re-use of the existing groin as
the core of a new 160-foot-long rock L-head groin, and 4) a new 160-foot-long vertical concrete
wall groin. The new groin would be designed to maintain the approximate beach width of the 2012
Waikiki Beach Maintenance Project. Since no enlargement of the beach is proposed, the 280-foot-
long rock L or T-bead groin option was eliminated because it is larger than necessary.

Option 1: A New 180-foot-long Rock L or T-Head Groin
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A 180-foot-long rock L or T-head groin would be constructed immediately to the west of the
existing groin, extending approximately 160 feet seaward from the seawall fronting the Sheraton
Waikiki Hotel (Exhibits 7,8 and 9). The groin could have a L or T-head extending from the groin
stem. The 180-foot-long groin would have an actual length of 230 feet (length of the stem plus two
heads, as measured along the crest) and a footprint on the seafloor of 7,440 square feet. The groin
stem would be made of rock rubblemound construction with side slopes of 1:1 .5H, a single layer
of carefully keyed and fit 2,500 to 4,500-pound armor stone over 250 to 450-pound underlayer
stone, with a concrete core wall to prevent the migration of sand through the structure.
Approximately 370 cubic yards of armor stone, 425 cubic yards of underlayer stone, 15 cubic
yards of leveling stone, and 60 cubic yards of pre-cast concrete would be used to construct the
groin. The elevation of the stem crest would be +7 feet mean sea level (MSL) for the first 40 feet
of the groin and then slope down to an elevation of +4 feet MSL for the rest of its length. The L or
T-head would be constructed entirely of stone, without the concrete core wall, with a crest
elevation of +4 feet MSL.

Option 2: Adaptive Re-use ofthe Existing Groin as the Core ofa New 160-foot-long L-Head Groin

The existing groin is in a very deteriorated state, but it would be possible to construct a rock
rubblemound groin structure around what remains of the existing groin (Exhibit 10). The existing
groin would be the core wall to prevent sand migration through the structure. This option would
consist of a 130-foot-long stem centered on the existing groin and a 30-foot-long L-head extending
to the east. Incorporation of the existing groin would require installing a temporary barrier on the
east side of the groin to hold the sand back while sand is excavated to place stone. A temporary
boulder causeway would be constructed from the beach to the location of the new groin head for
construction access. This would be removed as construction proceeded back towards the beach.
This option would have a total length of 160 feet and a footprint of 5,990 square feet.
Approximately 255 cubic yards of armor stone and 410 cubic yards of underlayer stone would be
used.

Option 3: A New 160-foot-long Concrete Wall Groin

This option would be a vertical concrete wall, similar to the existing groin (Exhibits 11 & 12).
The groin would have a 130-foot-long stem and a 30-foot-long L-head. This groin would be
constructed immediately to the west of the existing groin. A temporary boulder causeway would
be constructed from the beach to the location of the new groin head for construction access. This
would be removed as construction proceeded back towards the beach. This option would be 160
feet long and the footprint would be 1,100 square feet. Approximately 120 cubic yards of pre-cast
concrete and 35 cubic yards of marine cast-in-place “tremie” concrete would be used.

Other Alternatives Considered

The option of a 280-foot-long rock rubblemound groin was eliminated from further consideration
because it is larger than necessary to maintain the approximate beach width of the 2012 Waikiki
Beach Maintenance Project.
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Additional alternatives considered include maintenance of the existing groin, removal of the
existing groin, no action, and other types of beach stabilization structures, such as offshore
breakwaters, temporary sandbags, and geotextile tubes.

The consultant determined in the Final EA that the 1 80-foot-long rock rubblemound groin, Option
1, is the preferred alternative and best engineered design. This option could either have a L or T
head. An L or T-head groin would stabilize the beach and maintain the existing beach width to the
east of the groin by diffracting and reducing wave energy at the shoreline, reducing the potential
for rip current formation along the stem, and reducing sand transport away from the groin. The T
head would have the possible added benefit of promoting sand accretion and beach formation on
the west side of the groin fronting the Sheraton Waikiki Hotel.

General Construction Activities

A narrow pedestrian beach access is located between the Royal Hawaiian and Outrigger Hotels
that provides access to the project site from Kalãkaua Avenue, however the width of the access
limits the size of equipment that could use it. A preliminary staging area for materials would be
located at Kfihiö Beach and a second staging area for equipment storage and a limited amount of
materials would be located on the beach adjacent to the existing Royal Hawaiian Groin (Exhibit
13). Large construction equipment and materials would have to enter at KiThiO Beach, 1,730 feet
from the project site, and move west along the beach. Stone would be delivered to the staging areas
by truck early in the morning every few days or possibly daily. Construction equipment would
primarily consist of a large excavator and large off-road capable trucks for stone and precast
concrete delivery.

A number of site specific best management practices (BMPs) were identified to be implemented
during construction including protected species and environmental monitoring, sediment and
pollution control, lateral beach access control, and neighborhood comfort and safety control. No
construction activities or in-water material storage would be outside of the immediate area of groin
construction.

The proposed construction would occur during calm weather, low tide, and low wave action.
Construction would begin when the necessary permits and approvals are obtained and a
construction contract is awarded. Once all approvals are obtained, a specific construction schedule
and start date would be prepared to notify approving agencies. A construction start date is currently
estimated for January 2018. The construction period is estimated to be 60 days.

The following discussion is based on the proposed construction activities for the 180-foot-long L
or T-head groin. Construction methods, timing, impacts, and duration would be similar for the
other project alternatives identified in the FEA.
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The groin stem would be constructed first on the west side of the existing groin4. The existing
groin would remain in place until the new groin is completed. The following sequence of activities
is proposed:

1) All loose material would be cleared fronting the seawall on the west side of the existing
groin. Construction of the groin stem would begin from the west side of the existing
groin. The landward portion of the stem would be temporarily overbuilt with stone, as
necessary, for construction equipment and material access.

2) Starting from shore, all loose material would be cleared from the seafloor on the west
side of the existing groin. The leveling stone bed would be placed first, followed by the
precast concrete wall section, and then the core stone and armor stone would be placed
up to +2.5 feet MSL. Additional armor stone would be temporarily placed on both sides
of the newly constructed groin stem, as necessary, to provide for equipment access
along the stem.

3) Continue seaward constructing the groin stem until the head section is reached, then
construct the lower portion of the heads. The head section would only be constructed
of stone, without the concrete core wall.

4) Work backward toward the shore constructing the groin to the design elevation using
the temporarily placed armor stone. The top portion of the concrete core wall would be
cast-in-place to obtain a uniform finished elevation. The remnants of the existing groin
would be removed as construction proceeds back towards shore.

Upon construction completion, all construction materials will be removed and existing beach sand
may be smoothed and redistributed in the project area, landward of the highwater mark, to restore
the beach to pre-construction conditions.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS

The Office of Conservation and Coastal Lands forwarded the subject Conservation District Use
Application (CDUA) to the following agencies for review and comment: National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Association; National Fish and Wildlife Service; United States Coast Guard; United
States Army Corps of Engineers; City and County of Honolulu — Department of Planning and
Permitting; Department ofHealth— Environmental Planning Office; Department of Transportation
— Harbors Division; Office of Hawaiian Affairs; the Department of Land and Natural Resources
Divisions of Aquatic Resouces, Boating and Ocean Recreation, Oahu District Land Office,
Historic Preservation Division, and Engineering; WaikIki Neighborhood Board; Waikiki Beach
Special Improvement District Association; and Kyo-ya Hotels & Resorts, LP. In addition, the
application and request for comments were sent to the Waikiki Public Library and published in the
December 23, 2016 issue of the Office of Environmental Quality Control’s Environmental Notice.

Comments were received by the following agencies and summarized by Staff as follows:

STATE OF HAWAI’I

Adaptive re-use of the existing groin would involve placing boulders around the existing groin wall. The other options would
require construction to be completed on the west side of the existing groin and shift the groin footprint to the west. Adaptive re
use of the existing groin would involve similar construction practices as the other alternatives.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
Environmental Planning Office (EPO)
The EPO acknowledges receipt of information regarding the CDUA. EPO has prepared various
informative attachments including an Environmental Health Management web application snippet
ofproject area, Clean Water Branch Water Quality Standards Map for Oahu, and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency EJSCREEN report for the project area.

Applicant’s Response
Thank you for your recommendations and links to online resources for implementing
sustainable and healthy design.

DEPARTMENT OF LAND AND NATURAL RESOURCES
Aquatic Resources
The Division is supportive of the project with no major objections, as construction activities will
be designed to avoid and minimize impacts and no long-term impacts to the aquatic environment
are anticipated. The Division would like to see BMPs addressed toward mitigation measures that
include preventing any contaminants such as sediments, pollutants, petroleum products and other
debris from possibly entering the aquatic environment during project activities.

Should there be any changes to the project plans, DAR requests the opportunity to review and
comment on those changes.

Applicant’s Response
Thank you for your comments. Mitigation measures during construction were analyzed in
the Final EA and include best management practices to prevent any contaminants from
entering the marine environment. We will inform you of any changes to the proposed
project plans.

Boating and Ocean Recreation
No comments

Oahu District Land Office
A specific agency should be identified to be responsible for future groin maintenance.

Applicant’s Response
The Department is responsible for building the proposed groin, in partnership with the
Waikiki Beach Special Improvement District Association (WBSIDA). The Department
will most likely share long term maintenance responsibilities with WBSIDA.

Engineering
The rules and regulations of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), Title 44 of the Code
of Federal Regulations (44CFR), are in effect when development falls within a designated Flood
Hazard.

The owner of the project property is responsible for researching the Flood Hazard Zone
designation for the project. Flood Hazard Zone designations can be found using the Flood
Insurance Rate Map, which can be accessed through the Flood Hazard Assessment Tool.
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Be advised that 44CFR reflects the minimum standards as set forth by the NFIP. Local community
flood ordinances may take precedence over the NFIP standards as local designations prove to be
more restrictive.

Applicant’s Response
Thank you for your comments. The Flood Hazard Zone designation for the area
immediately inland of the project area is in Zone AE.

CITY & COUNTY OF HONOLULU

Department ofPlanning and Permitting
No comments.

Waikiki Beach Special Improvement District Association
The WBSIDA agrees with the purpose and need for the project and the identified project urgency.
The WBSIDA supports the 180-foot-long T-head groin alternative. The WBSIDA agrees with the
supporting rational provided in the EA for the 180-foot-long T-head groin. This option would
potentially maintain the 2012 nourishment project beach configuration and width; however, it
would not result in the opportunity for a significantly wider beach as part of this effort. The
WBSIDA believes the 180-foot-long T-head groin is the best and most efficient economic option
for the stability of Waikiki Beach and provides the best benefit to cost ratio for possible future
beach improvements of the Gray’s Beach area immediately to the west.

A project benefit to cost ratio analysis, completed by the United States Army Corps of Engineers
in 2002 to determine Federal interest in restoring and improving Waikiki Beach, revealed the
overall benefit to cost ratio for all Waikiki was about 6 to 1, indicating that benefits exceed costs.
The total Waikiki Gross National product contribution to the annual Federal economy, excluding
spending by mainland west coast visitors, was estimated to be $3.3 billion.

The project is urgently needed as pointed out in the Final EA and the 180-foot-long T-head option
is not only effective for stabilizing the Royal Hawaiian beach sector, but may possibly provide a
slight beach enhancement to the west side of the structure. The T-head design may help stabilize
the seasonal beach erosion at the Diamond Head side of the Royal Hawaiian Groin due to winter
westerly wave and wind energy. The T-head design option is consistent with established
engineering standards and is a proven design to stabilize dynamic shorelines.

The proposed project is consistent with existing planning studies for Waikiki Beach improvements,
and is capable of being implemented as a stand-alone project. It would also integrate well with
future beach improvement projects, should they be implemented. Alternative groin design
recommendations, including T-head groins have been previously assessed and recommended as
possible strategies for beach improvements in Waikiki.

The proposed sloping rock rubblemound structure provides good wave energy dissipation and
minimal wave reflection back toward the offshore surf breaks. Impacts to near shore surf sites are
expected to be negligible due to the design configuration, location relative to the surf sites (over
800 feet from the Populars surf break), and the wave energy dissipation of the rock structure.
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Public safety concerns for the groin can be adequately managed through design, signage, and
monitoring. Shoreline structures with similar public safety issues are found throughout Waikiki
and the safety issues identified for the proposed designs for the Royal Hawaiian Groin are thought
to be similar or less than existing structures in the area.

Waikiki Beach generates approximately 42% of the state’s visitor industry revenue and is
responsible for 8% ($5 billion) of the Gross State Product. It has been estimated that Waikiki
Beach accounts for over $2 billion in annual income for the local economy. However, a 2008
survey found that 12% of visitors would not return to Waikiki due, in part, to limited beach area
and resulting overcrowding. Waikiki Beach also has tremendous cultural significance as a former
playground ofHawaiian royalty and the birthplace of the sport and culture of surfmg. The beaches
and myriad of world-renowned surf breaks and reef ecosystem located offshore are valuable
natural resources that support the culture and lifestyle ofHawai’i, and the idyllic image of Waikiki.
Preserving and maintaining these beach resources are of critical importance for the social, cultural,
economic, and environmental value for Hawai’i’s communities.

Applicant’s Response
Thank you for your comments. We understand your support for the 180-foot-long T-head
groin option, which would maintain the 2012 Waikiki Beach Maintenance Project beach
configuration, as well as possibly allow for sand accretion on the west side of the groin.
We agree with you on the importance of preserving Waikiki Beach and its significance in
our economy, community, and culture.

Comments were received by the following community members and summarized by Staff as
follows:

Barney McKeague
I’d like to share a story of how a couple neighbors got together and solved the problem of a beach
eroding in Lanikai in the 60s. The waves were hitting the walls and the beach was gone. A small
groin about 1 foot high and 1.5 feet wide was placed from the wall to where the sand dips. As the
beach grew they added more groin and the beach continued to grow. When the current was running
one way the sand collected and as the sand filled up it flowed over to the other side. Eventually
the groin was covered over and the beach continued to grow and is still growing. We think a similar
solution can be added to the groin in front ofthe Royal which would be small rocks sloping towards
the existing wall and would surround the existing wall. It would resemble a submarine with the
round bow and the round sides.

Applicant ‘.s’ Response
Thank you for your comments. Your suggestion seems similar to the option to re-use the
existing groin as the core of a new 160-foot-long L-head groin. The existing groin is in a
very deteriorated state; however, it would be possible to construct a rock rubblemound
groin structure around what remains of the existing groin.

Clyde Aikau
I have been involved in Waikiki my entire life. Learning to surf and actually working and owning
a beach concession in Waikiki from 1977 to 2006. I have been involved in all aspects of beach and
water activities and am a member of the Waikiki Advisory Board; recognized by the Department
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of Land and Natural Resources. We (5 member board) certify surf instructor and canoe captain
permits. I have been currently retained by the Attorney General’s office to be an expert witness on
a law suit against the State. I also was part of the first lifeguards hired on the North Shore along
with my brother Eddie Aikau in 1967. We worked at Waimea Bay for over 10 years and never lost
a life. We had no jet skis, zodiacs, helicopters. We saved lives with only swim fins and surfboard.
I also have a Coast Guard Captains license to operate 100-ton vessels and have sailed on the
Höküle’ a.

I support the T-shape 180-foot breakwater. My second choice would be to only build the 180-foot
breakwater with no T at the end. Evaluation of my second choice over the years may warrant the
T section to be included. This proposal would protect sand from siphoning out from the actual
beach on both sides of the breakwater. Yes, I expect that a beach could be immediately created to
the west side of the breakwater. Consideration of the eels in the rocks should not be an issue as
breakwaters at the Kaiser and Ala Moana breaks have not had these problems. Backwash and
changing the surf breaks would not be an issue as the serious breaks, Queens and Canoes, have a
far enough distance and it would not be affected 95% of the time.

I have been dear friends to George and Keone Downing for almost my entire life, I fully understand
their position. But I hope we can all live in a world that we all can respectfully disagree. May the
Lord bless Waikiki and welcome all of its users.

Applicant’s Response
Thank you for your comments. We understand your support for the 180-foot-long T or L
head groin option. The proposed project intends to maintain and stabilize Waikiki Beach
for present and future generations. The proposed project will not have a significant impact
on surf breaks, as analyzed in the Final EA.

Ted Bush
My name is Ted Bush, owner of Waikiki Beach Services (WBS). WBS operates on the beach
fronting the Royal Hawaiian and Sheraton Waikiki Hotels and is directly impacted by changes to
the beach fronting both properties. I have been a beach boy in Waikiki for 51 years and raised
there for my first 18 years. I have seen many projects both good and bad in WaikikI. It is from this
perspective, an observer, waterman, and beach boy of 69 years, I share these thoughts on the
proposed project.

This project aims to replace the existing Royal Hawaiian Groin with a new structure engineered to
perform the same basic function as the existing structure. I support the proposed project. I believe
improvements or a replacement are required to maintain the existing beach in this portion of
Waikiki. The new groin is designed to maintain the approximate beach width of the 2012 Waikiki
Beach Maintenance project. I understand no significant enlargement or addition of sand is
proposed as part of this project. I agree with the purpose and need for this project and its urgency,
and support the 180-foot-long “T-head” groin alternative (Option #1) in the Final Environmental
Assessment (FEA) and the CDUA as the preferred alternative.

I concur with the supporting rational and engineering basis provided in the FEA for Option 1. I
offer the following summary to support my position.
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1. The 180-foot T-head (Option #1) is the best and most efficient option of the four
designs proposed for the stability of the beach in Waikiki.

2. I do not believe the existing groin structure is working well at stabilizing the beach and
needs to be improved and brought up to modem engineering standards.

3. The “T” head design may help stabilize the seasonal beach erosion at the Diamond
Head side of the Royal Hawaiian Groin due to winter westerly wave and wind energy.
This has been an ongoing problem for many years and the original groin has lost its
effectiveness due to the severe erosion and collapse of the portion seaward of the
shoreline. This loss of height allows the seasonal surges to pass from one side of the
groin to the other and subsequently cause the sand to migrate.

4. The proposed T-head design may allow for a small beach to naturally form on the Ewa
side of the groin which would benefit visitors and residents who desire to recreate away
from the main Royal-Hawaiian to Moana Surfrider beach area.

5. The proposed project is consistent with existing structures in Waikiki, and is consistent
with other past plans for beach improvements It would also integrate well with future
beach improvement projects should they be implemented

6. The proposed sloping rock rubble mound structure in Option 1 provides the best wave
energy dissipation and minimal wave reflection back toward the offshore surf breaks.

7. The minimized profile and scale of 180-foot T-head has a negligible impact to view
planes and aesthetics on the beach relative to what is there now. This is especially true
in the winter season when the beach is heavily eroded and the groin is fully exposed
with lots of unsightly concrete rubble strewn around the sides of the groin.

8. Based on what information is available and my experience working and recreating in
Waikiki, I do not believe the proposed preferred alternative will have a negative impact
to the surf sites or current patterns in Waikiki.

9. The smaller 180-foot groin is to replace a 375-foot groin. This smaller footprint, its
design to eliminate reflection, the existing natural reef buffer, and its distance of 800
feet from the surf sites, I believe, will prevent changes to the surf breaks.

10. The engineering of the structure is designed to retain sand on the beach and minimize
offshore transport.

11. Public safety concerns for the groin can be adequately managed through design,
signage and monitoring. Shoreline structures with similar public safety issues are found
throughout Waikiki and the safety issues identified for the proposed designs for the
Royal Hawaiian Groin are similar if not less than existing structures in the area.

In summary, I have spent 69 years on Waikiki Beach, most as a beach boy and waterman, and have
witnessed many improvements including retaining walls, several small rock rubble groins, huge
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concrete outflow groins, beach nourishments and reclamation, and saw minimal change to the surf
breaks and nearshore fishery.

I marvel at the existing groin for its longevity but it is not the issue. The groin for the past 40 plus
years has been slowly deteriorating and has lost its effectiveness in maintaining the beach on both
sides of it. Yes, it still stands but only a shadow of its original self. Over half of it is eroded and
underwater while the rest is in bad repair. It no longer blocks the westerly surges which is the main
cause for the erosion on its east side and its straight concrete wall design enables powerful
reflection causing erosion on its west side and rough surface conditions. I’ve fished every square
inch of that area between Publics and Kaiser’s channel, from pole, to diving, to trolling. After the
tremendous amount ofwork done to Waikiki during my 69 years the changes to the surf and fishery
is still minimal. The fish is still verdant and plentiful and the piles of bait fish still come in to the
nearshore, The biggest changes I’ve noticed have come from nourishments, causing some silting,
thus reducing he’e, lobsters, crabs, and eels since it tends to cover the holes in the reef they need
to exist. Thank you for the opportunity to provide my thoughts and share my experience on this
important project.

Applicant’s Response
Thank you for your comments. We understand that you, as a beach vendor located in the
vicinity of the project area, will be directly affected by the proposed project and that you
support the 180-foot-long T-head groin option. An improved engineered structure would
better withstand coastal hazards and stabilize and maintain the existing beach. A rock
rubblemound structure would have less wave reflectivity than a vertical concrete wall.

Sean Aronson
Thank you for allowing me to present written testimony on this important project. I was fortunate
to attend the public hearing on March 7 and learned much about the proposed improvement of the
Royal Hawaiian Groin. My name is Sean Aronson. I have lived on O’ahu for about eight years. I
am currently a third-year student at the Richardson School of Law. It is my hope to work in an
environmental law and policy capacity after graduation. I applaud the work you do at DLNR and
appreciated your thorough explanation of the regulatory process of the project.

I am in support of the project and, after careful consideration, believe the best of the proposed
structures is option 3: a new 160-foot long concrete wall groin. This option is preferable because
it achieves the goal of retaining the sand fronting the Royal Hawaiian with a minimal footprint. I
believe the aesthetic beauty of Waikiki is important to locals and tourists alike and this option best
preserves that beauty. I urge you to recommend option 3 to the Board of Land and Natural
Resources when you file your report to them later this month.

As both a surfer and swimmer, the ocean is a vital part of my everyday life. After long days at
school or work I cherish the time I have in the water and do my best not to take it for granted. The
health of our ocean and beach ecosystems is something I care deeply about. Consequently, this
project should be carried out in the least invasive and thoughtful manner possible in light of its
potential impacts on these fragile ecosystems.

After hearing the presentation from Sea Engineering, I was tempted to support the T-head groin.
According to the engineer, this option is likely to retain more sand and even potentially create a
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small beach area where now there is none. But I think preserving the beauty of the area is as
important as the sand retention, and option 3 best achieves this goal. I was also persuaded by the
argument that a larger structure could become an atEractive nuisance and perhaps introduce less
than desirable activities given its broader base and overall more significant footprint than what is
currently there.

I was also happy to hear that the Waikiki Beach Special Improvement District Association will
fund about half of the project. This is important because many locals at the hearing expressed their
belief that this improvement will only benefit tourists. While I disagree with that sentiment, I do
think getting the message out there about this non-public funding will help allay some opposition
and potentially speed up the process of the project acceptance and ultimately completion of the
improved groin.

In conclusion, I support option 3 for its minimal footprint and higher likelihood of retaining sand
than simply repairing the existing structure. I would also like to add that the disruption caused by
the construction must be mitigated as much as possible. In my opinion, the less disruption, the
higher likelihood of acceptance by locals and tourists alike. Mahalo for the opportunity to express
my viewpoint.

Applicant’s Response
Thank you for your comments. We understand that you are in support of the 1 60-foot-long
concrete wall groin because you believe the minimal footprint ofthe structure will preserve
the beauty of Waikiki and is the least invasive to the marine ecosystems. In regards to your
concerns about possible undesirable activities occurring on or near the groin, the
Department has been coordinating with the lifeguards to address safety concerns and
mitigate public safety issues. Options include constructing a new lifeguard tower closer to
the groin to provide more lifeguard presence in the area and maintain proper signage to
prevent people from walking or climbing on top of the groin. The Department is in a cost
share agreement with WBSIDA to share the costs of the proposed project. Construction
impacts will be mitigated as much as possible. The estimate construction period is 60 days,
this includes equipment set up.

Ii Douglas Miki
As a long-time resident, surfer, skin-diver and fisherman who grew up but two blocks from
WaikikI Beach in the 1930’s, ‘40s and ‘50s, I am writing you about my concerns on the proposed
rebuilding and/or replacement of the circa 1927 Royal Hawaiian groin.

Historical Notes:
As a youngster, I attended St. Augustine School and, for a number of years, served as an altar boy
in the old wood-framed St. Augustine Church. During that time, I distinctly remember the building
of the then new Kapahulu Groin (the “Wall”) in the very early 1 950s, the creation of the man-made
“beach” immediately Ewa of the Wall and the subsequent installation of 2 to 3 nearshore T Groins
to stop the erosion of the man-made, imported Moloka’i sand beach. After a period of
approximately 2 to 3 years, these groins were removed after failing miserably in favor of the large,
sunken concrete walls that now enclose the area.
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